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ARTICLE FOR "THE ADVERTISER" BY THE LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION, 
DONALD DPHSTAN. 
The Labor Party is not opposed to the construction 
of the Dartmouth Dam, But it is opposed to attaching 
conditions to the construction of Dartmouth which would mean 
Chowilla is lost to South Australia permanently. That is 
in essence Labor's position. We believe that the Agreement 
the L.C.L. Government wants Parliament to ratify is a 
sell-out of the State's legal rights to the protection 
Chowilla offers us in water quality and quantity. 
There is an enormous difference in water usage 
between South Australia and the other two River Murray States. 
Victoria and New South Wales need River Hurray water almost 
entirely for their massive irrigation settlements, We need 
River Murray water for 85% to 90% of our total supply for 
irrigation, for our industries, and for domestic consumption 
in our cities. That is why we believe that a dam at Chowilla 
is absolutely essential. The computer studies prove Chowilla 
would smooth out the 'slugs' of salty water that come down 
from up-river. Chowilla would provide quality water where 
we need it, right on our doorstep, and not a thousand river 
miles away in Victoria, above Albury and the Hume Dam. 
There are of course clear political and electoral 
advantages to New South Wales and Victoria in having a dam 
at Dartmouth. It's up river from their irrigation settle-
ments, for one thing. With the Agreement the L.C.L. Govern-
ment wants Parliament to ratify, South Australia would be 
giving separate and permanent vetos to New South Wales, 
Victoria and Canberra against Chowilla as -a future water 
storage. Furthermore, by simultaneously providing for new 
works at Lake Victoria, costing $7 million and in an area 
that would be flooded by Chowilla if it were built, it is 
ensuring that the other parties to the Agreement will use 
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their veto. Sir Henry Bolte, for instance, will hardly 
spend money at Lake Victoria only to see it floodedI 
In exchange South Australia is to get an increased 
water entitlement amounting to million acre feet per 
annum. But some years up to 8}& million acre feet run 
through Sotith Australia into the sea. Other years we don't 
even get our present entitlement of 1)4 million acre feet. 
South Australia can't be proud of getting an increased 
entitlement of water that may not even be there. Chowilla 
could retain some of that extra water that comes down from 
the River Murray and its tributaries in good seasons and save 
it for the bad. The Labor Party is not playing politics 
on this issue. We are vitally concerned with ensuring that 
South Australia is provided with water quality and quantity. 
It would be simple to take up cudgels and join in our 
opponent's political personality skirmishing. But the issue 
is too serious for that. It is even too serious to waste 
time outlining in detail their changes of front and broken 
promises. Water is more important than politics. 
South Australia has had Chowilla on its plate for 
some ten years now, and its only within the last two that it 
has been jeopardised. We had a legal agreement with the 
other River Murray Commission members for a Dam costing 
$28 million. The dam designs then made it $4-3 million, 
which all the members still agreed to pay. Tenders then 
came in putting the cost at $70 million, and Victoria and 
New South Wales refused to let the contract. South 
Australia's only recourse was to go to arbitration to get an 
order for the dam to proceed. To do this we needed evidence 
to prove that the Riveir Murray Commission was going to build 
a dam and that any other dam would cost as much as Chowilla. 
We didn't have that evidence. We had to agree to studies 
which would give it to us and it is upon these studies that 
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both the Labor Party and the L.C.L. Government place their 
respective arguments. 
Labor has been falsely accused by Government 
members and in this paper of stopping Chowilla in 1967* 
In fact it was the other parties to the Commission that 
stopped Chowilla and ordered the studies. In Harch, 1968, 
when both the Labor Government and the L.C.L. Opposition 
agreed that Chowilla should be built we instructed our 
Commissioner to vote against the deferment of Chowilla so as 
to create a dispute allowing arbitration to occur. The 
L.C.L. Government revoked that instruction immediately on 
taking office, thereby assuring that our rights to arbitra-
tion were nullified. 
We need water in South Australia. Good water. 
Clean water. Guaranteed water. What the Labor Party 
cannot in any way accept in this situation is the way the 
L.C.L. Government is giving away, in exchange for an 
entitlement to extra water that might not even be there, 
South Australia's legal, binding rights to a major dam 
that would ensure quality water close to the State. We paid 
dearly for those rights when we gave up water rights in the 
Snowy Llountains Scheme. We do not stand in the way of 
upper-river storages like Dartmouth. They can help the 
whole system. But we do insist that the protections 
Chowilla can give us, and to which we have a legal right, 
should not go down a Dartmouth drain. 
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SEVEN LABOR POINTS OH THE DARTMOUTH AGREEMENT: 
1. Dartmouth is said to provide extra water. But South 
Australia's entitlement is split up into monthly 
entitlements and part of the increase of 246,000 
acre feet is to occur in winter months when it is not 
needed. The increase we get during the peak, 
irrigation months, December to April, is only 156,000 
acre feet. But in a year of water restriction, we do 
not get our entitlement but only one-third of the 
available water. This provision is identical to that 
of the Chowilla Agreement, It is a vital provision, 
because it is not our entitlement which governs our 
water usage but the amount of water we can expect 
to get in a year of restriction. 
2„ The water studies completed so far assure that the 
most desirable storage is one which gives the 
greatest yield to New South Wales and Victoria 
while giving South Australia its entitlement. 
The River Murray Commission at no stage has worked 
out what will give the greatest yield to the whole 
system. A two-dam proposition, involving lower 
capacities for each will give the other States as 
much as Dartmouth alone will, while providing 
maximum possible usage and protection for 3outh 
Australia, 
J. A two-dam proposition would avoid wasting the 
85M, already spent on Chowilla; it would avoid 
the expenditure of <$7M. * ^  Lake 
Victoria, and modified storage capacities would 
not unduly strain the financial resources of the 
River Murray Commission parties to the agreement. 
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There need be no significant delay.. 
L.C.L. Government members have admitted that it would 
be 1975 before storage could commence at Dartmouth 
and on the Mitta Mitta's average flows, it would take 
six winters for Dartmouth to be filled. If as the 
L.C.L. Government says, extra water would be available 
from Dartmouth before 1980, the few months necessary 
for computer studies of the two-dam proposition are 
insignificant. 
The proposed agreement provides that South Australia 
gets no extra water until Dartmouth is declared 
"effective" by the Commission. The L.C.L. Govern-
ment argues misleadingly that this could occur 
immediately after 1975. In doing so, they assume 
that the Hume Reservoir is already full and that there 
will be a record flow of the Mitta Mitta, normally a 
slow-flowing river. If the Hume Reservoir is not 
full in 1975 and only average flows occur, no 
declaration can be issued for some years. The 
proposed Agreement requires that once Dartmouth is 
"effective" the total combined storage in the Hume 
Reservoir, Lake Victoria and Dartmouth cannot be 
reduced, below 2,000,000 acre feet at the end of 
an irrigation season (30th April) without declaring a 
period of "restriction". Now, the combined maximum 
storage capacity at Lake Victoria and the Hume is 
only 3,000,000 acre feet and actual water held in 
recent years in these storages is almost invariably 
well below 2,000,000 acre feet at the end of an 
irrigation season. 
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Chowilla captures the surplus water from all the 
tributaries in the River Murray system and the 
average flow past Chowilla is 10 to 12 times greater 
than the flow of the Mitta Mitta at Dartmouth. 
The two dam proposition would thus result in 
Chowilla becoming effective some years before 
Dartmouth; therefore South Australia would be 
able to divert water at a much earlier date. 
The Labor Party would be culpably negligent if it 
failed to point out how the proposed Agreement 
implies the abandonment of Chowilla. I7e believe 
that it would also be sheer negligence not to 
determine by studies whether a two-dam proposition, 
with modified storage capacities, would produce more 
usable water for the whole system and particularly 
for South Australia. 
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